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 	 Equivalized	household	income	 	
  Low	 Mid	 High	 Full	sample	
	 n	 1286	 1286	 1321	 3893	
	 Had	2nd	Birth	(%)	 46.97	 61.20	 68.05	 58.82	
	 Age	at	First	Birth	(mean)	 22.78	 27.30	 30.53	 26.90	
Family	 Frequency	of	contact	with	parents	(%)	 	    
 Never	 2.18	 1.63	 2.35	 2.05	
	 Less	than	yearly	 2.72	 1.48	 1.51	 1.90	
	 At	least	yearly	 11.66	 18.82	 33.46	 21.42	
	 At	least	weekly	 62.29	 73.87	 61.70	 65.91	
	 Coresident	 21.15	 4.20	 0.98	 8.71	
	
	Frequency	of	contact	with	parents-in-law	
(%)	 	    
 Never	 3.92	 1.16	 0.77	 1.54	
	 Less	than	yearly	 8.97	 2.83	 1.31	 3.40	
	 At	least	yearly	 24.80	 26.12	 47.19	 34.66	
	 At	least	weekly	 57.42	 68.30	 49.27	 58.22	
	 Coresident	 4.89	 1.58	 1.46	 2.18	
	 Childcare	from	family	(%)	 	    
 None	 60.34	 45.65	 54.73	 53.58	
	 From	parents	only	 31.49	 28.54	 24.00	 27.97	
	 From	parents-in-law	only	 4.12	 11.04	 8.78	 7.99	
	 From	both	parents	and	parents-in-law	 4.04	 14.77	 12.49	 10.45	
	
Amount	of	Financial	Support	from	Parents	
(mean)	 2.09	 1.68	 1.34	 1.70	
	
Amount	of	Financial	Support	from	In-laws	
(mean)	 1.47	 1.42	 1.24	 1.35	
Partner	 Partner	Status	(%)	 	    
 Single	 42.85	 5.29	 1.51	 16.41	
	 Single	->	Partnered	 9.49	 1.24	 0.00	 3.54	
	 Partnered	->	Single	 4.51	 4.04	 2.50	 3.67	
	 Partnered	 43.16	 89.42	 95.99	 76.37	
	 Paternity	Leave	Taken	(%)	 57.59	 81.03	 87.09	 78.95	
	 Amount	of	Partner	Support	(mean)	 3.91	 4.18	 4.46	 4.24	
	 Relationship	Quality	(mean)	 5.65	 5.74	 5.88	 5.78	
Other	 Amount	of	Formal	Support	(mean)	 0.92	 1.14	 1.34	 1.14	
	 Receives	paid	childcare	(%)	 20.37	 41.68	 62.45	 41.69	
	 Has	Other	Parents	to	Speak	to	(%)	 	    
 Can't	say	 2.26	 1.24	 0.68	 1.39	
	 Agree/strongly	agree	 73.87	 82.66	 88.95	 81.89	
	 Neither	agree	nor	disagree	 11.04	 6.61	 3.71	 7.09	
	 Disagree/strongly	disagree	 12.83	 9.49	 6.66	 9.63	
	 Frequency	of	Contact	with	Friends	(%)	 	    
 More	than	3	times	a	week	 21.00	 15.55	 19.83	 18.80	
	 1-2	times	a	week	 46.03	 50.47	 52.54	 49.70	





































































	 Equivalised	Household	Income	 	 	 	
	 Low	Wealth	 Mid	Wealth	 High	Wealth	 Total	Sample	
	 OR	 95%	CI	 P	 OR	 95%	CI	 P	 OR	 95%	CI	 P	 OR	 95%	CI	 P	
Childcare	from	family	(ref:	
none)	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	
From	parents	only	 0.91	 (0.68-1.21)	 0.50	 1.10	 (0.79-1.54)	 0.56	 0.98	 (0.71-1.37)	 0.93	 1.01	 (0.85-1.21)	 0.92	
From	parents-in-law	only	 1.50	 (0.75-3.02)	 0.25	 0.92	 (0.6-1.41)	 0.71	 0.92	 (0.56-1.51)	 0.73	 1.07	 (0.8-1.43)	 0.63	
Both	 1.89	 (0.93-3.8)	 0.08	 0.87	 (0.58-1.3)	 0.49	 0.71	 (0.46-1.11)	 0.13	 0.96	 (0.74-1.25)	 0.75	
Financial	support	from	parents	 0.80	 (0.72-0.89)	 <0.001	 0.85	 (0.75-0.96)	 0.01	 0.71	 (0.61-0.82)	 <0.001	 0.78	 (0.73-0.84)	 <0.001	
Financial	support	from	parents-
in-law	 0.81	 (0.68-0.96)	 0.02	 0.87	 (0.76-1)	 0.04	 0.96	 (0.82-1.13)	 0.64	 0.91	 (0.83-0.99)	 0.03	
Contact	with	parents	(ref:	
weekly)	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	
Never	 0.85	 (0.29-2.47)	 0.77	
12.2
8	 (0.79-191.2)	 0.07	 0.22	 (0.04-1.28)	 0.09	 0.77	 (0.33-1.81)	 0.56	
Less	than	yearly	 1.45	 (0.62-3.36)	 0.39	 0.76	 (0.27-2.12)	 0.60	 1.40	 (0.42-4.66)	 0.58	 1.13	 (0.63-2.02)	 0.68	
At	least	yearly	 1.50	 (0.99-2.29)	 0.06	 1.33	 (0.94-1.86)	 0.10	 1.07	 (0.79-1.44)	 0.65	 1.22	 (1-1.49)	 0.05	
Co-resident	 0.86	 (0.61-1.2)	 0.37	 1.67	 (0.76-3.65)	 0.20	 2.34	 (0.47-11.63)	 0.30	 0.95	 (0.71-1.28)	 0.76	
Contact	with	parents-in-law	
(ref:	weekly)	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	
Never	 2.12	 (0.7-6.41)	 0.19	 1.73	 (0.47-6.35)	 0.41	 0.37	 (0.09-1.51)	 0.17	 1.27	 (0.63-2.57)	 0.51	
Less	than	yearly	 2.03	 (0.96-4.29)	 0.06	 1.57	 (0.67-3.68)	 0.30	 0.37	 (0.09-1.51)	 0.17	 1.51	 (0.92-2.47)	 0.10	
At	least	yearly	 1.26	 (0.78-2.03)	 0.34	 1.23	 (0.9-1.68)	 0.19	 1.69	 (1.28-2.23)	 <0.001	 1.40	 (1.16-1.69)	 <0.001	
Co-resident	 0.66	 (0.28-1.56)	 0.34	 0.78	 (0.29-2.11)	 0.62	 1.13	 (0.37-3.49)	 0.83	 0.78	 (0.46-1.35)	 0.38	
Paternal	investments	 0.97	 (0.9-1.05)	 0.45	 0.95	 (0.9-1)	 0.05	 0.96	 (0.9-1.01)	 0.13	 0.95	 (0.92-0.99)	 0.01	
Paternity	leave	 1.41	 (0.98-2.03)	 0.07	 0.93	 (0.67-1.3)	 0.68	 0.92	 (0.62-1.36)	 0.67	 1.11	 (0.9-1.36)	 0.33	
Relationship	quality		 1.15	 (1.02-1.3)	 0.02	 1.13	 (1.03-1.24)	 0.01	 1.10	 (1-1.21)	 0.05	 1.13	 (1.06-1.19)	 <0.001	
Paid	childcare	support		 0.55	 (0.4-0.77)	 <0.001	 0.49	 (0.38-0.64)	 <0.001	 0.48	 (0.35-0.65)	 <0.001	 0.50	 (0.42-0.59)	 <0.001	
Formal	support		 1.07	 (0.94-1.22)	 0.31	 1.09	 (0.96-1.25)	 0.18	 1.19	 (1.05-1.35)	 0.01	 1.13	 (1.05-1.21)	 <0.001	
Sees	friends	(ref:	never/no	
friends)	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	
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More	than	3	times	a	week	 1.94	 (1.38-2.74)	 <0.001	 2.70	 (1.78-4.09)	 <0.001	 2.37	 (1.56-3.58)	 <0.001	 2.23	 (1.78-2.78)	 <0.001	
1-2	times	a	week	 1.05	 (0.8-1.39)	 0.72	 1.56	 (1.19-2.04)	 <0.001	 1.18	 (0.88-1.57)	 0.27	 1.22	 (1.04-1.44)	 0.01	
Has	other	parents	to	speak	to	
(ref:	agree)	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	
Don't	know	 1.23	 (0.53-2.86)	 0.63	 1.06	 (0.34-3.37)	 0.92	 0.58	 (0.13-2.52)	 0.46	 0.97	 (0.52-1.81)	 0.93	
Neither	agree	nor	disagree	 1.07	 (0.72-1.58)	 0.75	 0.70	 (0.43-1.15)	 0.16	 0.56	 (0.29-1.05)	 0.07	 0.83	 (0.63-1.09)	 0.19	







	 	 Low	wealth	 Middle	wealth	 High	wealth	 Total	sample	
	 	 Imp.	 Effect	 Imp.	 Effect	 Imp.	 Effect	 Imp.	 Effect	
Kin	 Kin	provided	childcare	 0.17	 +	 0.04	 +/-	 0.07	 -	 0.02	 +/-	
	 Financial	support	from	parents	 1.00	 -	 0.91	 -	 1.00	 -	 1.00	 -	
	 Financial	support	from	parents-in-law	 0.88	 -	 0.74	 -	 0.29	 -	 0.80	 -	
	 Frequency	of	contact	with	parents	 0.08	 +/-	 0.22	 +/-	 0.07	 +/-	 0.08	 +/-	
	 Frequency	of	contact	with	parents-in-law	 0.10	 +/-	 0.04	 +/-	 0.96	 +/-	 0.94	 +/-	
Partners	 Paternal	investment	 0.33	 -	 0.70	 -	 0.54	 -	 0.94	 -	
	 Paternity	leave	 0.41	 +	 0.13	 -	 0.13	 -	 0.18	 +	
	 Relationship	quality	 0.85	 +	 0.93	 +	 0.73	 +	 1.00	 +	
Others	 Frequency	sees	friends	 1.00	 +	 1.00	 +	 1.00	 +	 1.00	 +	
	 Paid	childcare	 0.99	 -	 1.00	 -	 1.00	 -	 1.00	 -	
	 Feeling:	other	parents	to	talk	to	 0.10	 +	 0.13	 +	 0.62	 +	 0.85	 +	
	 Formal	support	 0.38	 +	 0.47	 +	 0.94	 +	 0.98	 +	
Importance	shown	in	bold	when	value	is	greater	than	0.5	
+	=	pro-natal	association;	-	=	anti-natal	association;	+/-	=	non-linear	association	
Discussion	
The	cooperative	breeding	hypothesis,	derived	from	evolutionary	theory,	predicts	that	higher	
levels	of	support	will	correlate	with	higher	fertility,	though	highlights	that	there	is	flexibility	in	how	
support	is	provided	and	used	depending	on	the	environment.	Our	analysis	demonstrated	variability	
in	access	to,	and	use	of,	certain	support	types	based	on	socioeconomic	position,	one	aspect	of	the	
environment:	poorer	women	in	the	UK	receive	less	support	from	partners	and	formal	sources,	but	
this	is	partially	compensated	for	by	greater	support	from	family.	Those	types	of	support	which	
women	are	more	likely	to	receive	have	greater	importance	in	predicting	their	likelihood	of	second	
birth.	The	hypothesis	that	higher	levels	of	support	would	correlate	with	higher	probabilities	of	
second	birth	was	only	partially	supported,	however.	Across	SEP	groups,	practical	support	broadly	
negatively	correlates	with	second	births,	with	the	exception	that,	for	lower	income	women,	
childcare	from	families	is	associated	with	higher	probability	of	second	birth.	Less	tangible,	emotional	
support,	on	the	other	hand,	does	positively	correlate	with	second	births.	This	may	suggest	the	
primacy	of	perceptions	of	support	over	actual	support	in	such	modern,	post-industrial	societies	
where	most	women	have	access	to	enough	resources	to	raise	children,	including	the	buffer	provided	
by	formal	institutions.		
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Patterns	of	Support	by	SEP		
With	the	exception	of	support	from	families,	mothers	in	the	lowest	income	tercile	received	
generally	lower	levels	of	support	from	partners	and	other	sources.		There	are	undoubtedly	
numerous	reasons	behind	these	patterns.	Drawing	on	evolutionary	life	history	theory,	and	providing	
an	explanation	at	an	“ultimate”	level	(in	terms	of	evolutionary	function)	environmental	harshness	–	
approximated	by	SEP	–	is	predicted	to	influence	reproductive	strategies,	including	strategies	related	
to	parental	investments	in	children	(Stearns,	1992;	Mace,	2014).		Living	in	harsh	environments	–	
such	as	those	associated	with	low-SEP	–	has	been	hypothesised	to	be	associated	with	lower	levels	of	
parental	investment	(Stearns,	1992).	In	such	contexts,	there	are	fewer	opportunities	for	children	to	
capitalise	on	intensive	parental	investment	to	increase	their	SEP,	so	that	parents	may	gain	fewer	
benefits	from	investing	heavily	in	the	child	“quality”	(Kaplan,	Lancaster,	&	Anderson,	1998;	Nettle,	
2008;	Dotson,	Kitner-Triolo,	Evans,	&	Zonderman,	2009).	This	framework	could	account	for	fathers’	
low	involvement	with	childrearing	and	low-SEP	mothers	experiencing	less	support	from	formal	
sources	surrounding	reproduction.	Higher	levels	of	support	from	high-SEP	fathers	could	reflect	(1)	
high	perceived	costs	of	raising	high-SEP	children	(and	thus	the	need	for	extensive	bi-parental	care)	
(Lawson	&	Mace,	2010),	(2)	higher	expected	returns	to	investment	in	these	children	in	terms	of	their	
future	SEP,	as	well	as	(3)	the	greater	ability	of	high-income	fathers	to	invest	in	children	than	those	
with	fewer	resources.	On	a	proximate	level,	poorer	mothers	may	also	be	less	likely	to	seek	long	term	
or	high-investing	partners	because	they	are	reluctant	to	pay	the	costs	of	partnership	if	partners	are	
unreliable	sources	of	support	due	to	low	employment/wages	or	high	rates	of	incarceration	
(Geronimus,	1987;	Carbone	&	Cahn,	2014).	Further,	fear	of	being	judged	and	negative	experiences	
with	professional	supporters	(such	as	GPs	and	counsellors)	among	poor	women	may	deter	women	
from	seeking	support	–	particularly	formal	sources	(Sword	&	Watt,	2005).		
Substitution	of	Support	from	Partners	
Although	support	is	not	equally	used/available	to	all	women,	the	cooperative	breeding	
framework	highlights	the	flexibility	of	allomaternal	support	during	reproduction.	It	is	perhaps	
unsurprising	that,	in	line	with	this	understanding,	families	are	important	sources	of	compensatory	
support	when	women’s	partners	are	absent,	particularly	for	women	in	the	lower	income	terciles	–	
i.e.	those	women	most	likely	to	be	unpartnered.	Grandparents’	(women’s	parents)	support	can	
improve	their	grandchildren’s	health	and	educational	outcomes	(Aquilino,	1996;	Dunifon	&	
Kowaleski-Jones,	2007;	Sear	&	Coall,	2011),	as	predicted	by	kin	selection	theory,	where	states	that	
individuals	can	increase	their	(genetic)	fitness	by	investing	in	kin	(Hamilton,	1964).	Previous	studies	
have	similarly	suggested	that	grandparental	support	may	be	targeted	at	those	most	in	need	(Meyers	
&	Jordan,	2006;	Snopkowski	&	Sear,	2015).	Non-familial	support	is	also	correlated	with	the	absence	
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of	partners,	though	not	always	as	a	substitute.	Women	without	partners	were	more	likely	to	use	
paid	childcare,	but	made	less	use	of	other	formal	sources	of	support,	particularly	in	the	lower	
income	terciles.	The	latter	likely	reflects	the	aforementioned	fear	of	judgment	and	previous	negative	
experiences	that	act	as	barriers	to	formal	support	for	poorer	women	(Sword	&	Watt,	2005)	and	in	
some	cases	due	to	financial	barriers.		
Influence	of	Support	on	Second	Birth	Outcomes	
The	primary	prediction	of	cooperative	breeding	that	receiving	support	will	increase	the	
likelihood	of	a	second	birth	is	partially	supported	in	that	some	forms	of	support	positively	correlate	
with	the	likelihood	of	a	second	birth	but	other	forms	of	support	are	negatively	associated	with	
second	births.	Source	of	support	did	not	matter	in	terms	of	identifying	patterns	of	associations	
(perhaps	surprisingly:	Leonetti,	Nath,	and	Hemam	2007;	Borgerhoff	Mulder	2009;	Tanskanen	et	al.	
2014;	Sheppard	et	al.	2014).	Rather,	(1)	receiving	practical	support	negatively	relates	to	having	a	
second	child	and	(2)	receiving	emotional	(or	less	tangible)	support	positively	predicts	having	a	
second	birth.	Correlations	were	broadly	consistent	across	SEP	groups.		
The	division	between	practical	and	non-practical	support	in	predicting	second	births	
suggests	that	different	types	of	support	can	have	different	meanings	for	reproductive	decision	
making.	The	presence	of	non-practical	and	emotionally-oriented	support	may	signal	the	availability	
of	untapped	practical	support	should	it	be	needed	(Low,	Simon,	&	Anderson,	2002;	Waynforth,	2012;	
Seltzer	&	Bianchi,	2013;	Tanskanen	&	Rotkirch,	2014),	and	may	be	more	relevant	in	promoting	
higher	fertility	than	the	actual	receipt	of	practical	support.	In	contrast,	receiving	practical	support	
can	indicate	greater	need	on	the	part	of	mothers	who	seek	out	such	support	(Seltzer	&	Bianchi,	
2013;	Snopkowski	&	Sear,	2015)	and	thus	deter	further	reproduction;	though	alternatively	it	could	
present	opportunities	to	invest	in	non-reproductive	goals	such	as	careers.	To	illustrate,	high	paternal	
investments	may	suggest	that	partners	are	unemployed	and	that	the	mother	is	the	primary	family	
earner	thus	reducing	the	probability	of	future	reproduction.	Paid	childcare	represents	a	financial	loss	
and	may	indicate	that	women	are	focusing	on	employment	rather	than	further	childrearing.		
Financial	support	may	be	an	indicator	of	greater	financial	need,	or	present	an	opportunity	to	invest	
in	the	quality	of	a	first	child	at	cost	to	having	more	children.	It	is	therefore	possible	that	residual	
confounding	due	to	unmeasured	needs	could	drive	observed	correlations.	This	could	be	a	fruitful	
line	of	enquiry	for	future	research	on	the	subject,	though	need	could	be	a	difficult	thing	to	measure	
as	they	may	be	perceived	rather	than	“real”.		
Childcare	from	families,	a	practical	form	of	support,	breaks	this	general	pattern;	it	positively	
predicts	second	births	for	women	in	the	poorest	groups	but	negatively	(though	not	statistically	
significantly)	predicts	births	for	those	in	the	highest	income	tercile.	Childcare	from	families	may	
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represent	different	contexts	and	opportunities	depending	upon	SEP:	high-SEP	women	may	use	the	
time-freeing	support	to	invest	in	a	career,	while	lower-SEP	women	are	less	likely	to	be	employed	and	
may	focus	the	time	saved	into	further	reproduction.	Contact	with	parents	and	parents-in-law	also	
inconsistently	(and	non-linearly)	relates	to	probability	of	second	births	across	income	terciles.	When	
correlated	to	births,	moderate	levels	of	contact	predict	higher	odds	of	birth	compared	to	more	
frequent	contact.	This	may	be	because	the	various	meanings	of	frequent	contact	with	parents(-in-
law)	between	and	within	income	groups	dilute	associations;	frequent	contact	may	be	an	indicator	of	
a	large	amount	of	support	received	from	or	given	to	the	older	generation,	or	may	simply	be	a	marker	
of	family-orientation	and	emotional	closeness.		
Finally,	even	with	general	consistency	in	the	direction	of	associations	between	support	and	
fertility,	the	importance	of	certain	types	of	support	in	their	decision	to	have	a	second	child	
sometimes	differs	by	SEP.		This	variation	in	parameter	importance	seems	to	reflect	differences	by	
SEP	in	availability/use	of	support	amongst	first	time	mothers.	For	example,	formal	support	has	
successively	higher	importance	scores	as	SEP	goes	up,	which	may	reflect	the	positive	correlation	
between	SEP	and	use	of	formal	support.	Further,	paternal	investments	have	higher	importance,	and	
negatively	correlate	with	fertility,	for	middle	and	high	SEP	women.	These	women	are	more	likely	
than	low-SEP	women	to:	(1)	have	a	partner,	(2)	be	employed,	particularly	if	their	partner	is	
unemployed	and	investing	more	heavily	in	childcare	and	household	tasks,	and	thus	(3)	not	be	in	a	
position	to	have	another	child.	The	role	of	partner	support	in	childbearing	decisions	in	high-income	
populations	is	of	interest	(Duvander	&	Andersson,	2006;	Rijken	&	Liefbroer,	2009;	Yoon,	2017).	Here	
again,	our	results	differ	somewhat	from	previous	studies,	at	least	some	of	which	find	positive	
relationships	between	indicators	of	partner	support	(such	as	partner’s	childcare	involvement	and	
taking	of	paternal	leave)	and	fertility.	Our	analysis	suggests	the	role	of	partners	needs	to	be	
examined	very	carefully,	both	to	take	into	account	differences	across	different	groups	of	women,	
but	also	differences	in	the	types	of	support	that	partners	provide.	While	indicators	of	practical	
support	from	partners	negatively	associated	with	second	births	in	our	study,	better	relationship	
quality	with	one’s	partners	associated	with	a	higher	likelihood	of	birth.		
Issues	in	operationalising	support	
Like	all	studies	of	support	and	fertility,	we	made	choices	about	how	to	operationalise	
support	and,	while	benefiting	from	a	rich	dataset	were	constrained	by	the	available	data.	Comparing	
our	results	to	other	UK	studies	on	family	support	and	second	births	highlights	that	variation	in	the	
operationalisation	of	support	can	lead	to	quite	different	conclusions.		Also	using	MCS	data,	
Tanskanen	et	al.	(2014)	conclude	that	contact	with	women’s	parents-in-law	associates	positively	
with	timing	of	second	births	(i.e.	greater	contact	shortened	the	birth	interval	to	second	birth).		The	
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authors	interpreted	their	result	as	evidence	that	support	encourages	further	reproduction	because	a	
previous	study	on	the	MCS	had	found	that	greater	contact	is	correlated	with	receiving	greater	
support	(Pollet	et	al.,	2009).		Here,	we	find	that	moderate,	but	not	frequent	contact	from	women’s	
parents-in-law	correlates	with	a	higher	likelihood	of	having	an	additional	child	in	models	which	
controlling	for	direct	measures	of	support.		When	controlling	for	direct	support	from	families,	
frequent	contact	could	represent	the	provisioning	of	support	to	aging	family	members	and	may	
explain	some	differences	in	associations	between	contact	and	fertility	in	this	study	and	that	of	
Tanskanen	et	al.	(2014).		In	other	UK-based	studies,	Mathews	and	Sear	(2013b)	note	that	receiving	
childcare	from	relatives	and	formal	sources	relates	positively	to	having	a	second	birth	using	British	
Household	Panel	Survey	(BHPS)	data,	while	Waynforth	(2012)	finds	that	childcare	from	families	
negatively	associates	with	having	additional	births	using	British	Cohort	Survey	70	data	(BCS70).		
These	studies	are	based	on	births	occurring	in	roughly	similar	periods	(1990s-2000s),	but	each	survey	
collected	information	on	the	availability	of	support	and	childcare	in	different	ways:	the	BHPS	only	
recorded	childcare	while	working	for	employed	women,	while	the	BCS70	measured	any	childcare	
received	from	one’s	parents	since	finishing	education.	These	contrasting	associations	between	
childcare	and	probability	of	birth	in	different	studies	could	therefore	reflect	the	way	in	which	
support	is	measured.	Such	contrasting	associations	highlight	that	researchers	need	to	clearly	specify	
how	support	is	measured,	to	facilitate	comparisons	with	similar	studies	(see	Stulp	et	al.	2016	for	
further	discussion	of	this).	
Stepping	back	to	compare	our	results	to	the	literature	on	support	and	fertility	outside	of	the	
UK	highlights	the	important	role	of	context.	For	example,	in	contrast	to	our	results,	practical	support	
from	families	in	the	Netherlands	is	positively	associated	with	women’s	fertility	(Kaptijn	et	al.,	2010;	
Thomese	&	Liefbroer,	2013).	This	variation	could	be	due	to	structural	or	cultural	differences.	Shifting	
attention	to	low-fertility	Asian	countries,	there	is	consistency	across	studies:	practical	support	from	
parents-in-law,	but	not	parents,	correlates	positively	with	fertility	(Thornton,	Freedman,	Sun,	&	
Chang,	1986;	Chi	&	Hsin,	1996;	Tsay	&	Chu,	2005;	Fukukawa,	2013).	Such	consistency	may	be	
explained	by	structural	or	cultural	factors,	but	may	also	be	a	result	of	the	consistent	
operationalization	of	support	as	co-residence	with	parents(-in-law).		
Conclusion	
We	tested	the	hypothesis	that	support	for	childbearing,	which	is	predicted	to	reduce	the	
costs	or	perceived	costs	of	childbearing,	associates	with	a	higher	probability	of	having	a	second	child	
in	the	UK.	Our	results	only	partially	supported	this	hypothesis.	While	measures	of	emotional	support	
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were	positively	associated	with	the	likelihood	of	second	birth,	surprisingly,	practical	measures	of	
support	were	negatively	associated	with	having	another	birth.		
We	further	explored	patterns	of	support	by	SEP,	and	found	substantial	differences	across	
SEP	in	sources	of	support:	women	in	the	lowest	SEP	tercile	were	less	likely	to	have	a	partner	and	use	
formal	sources	of	support	and	so,	though	they	compensated	for	this	with	higher	levels	of	family	
support,	they	seem	to	receive	less	overall	support	than	women	in	the	highest	tercile.	Despite	this,	
relationships	between	support	and	likelihood	of	second	birth	appeared	broadly	similar	across	SEP	
groups,	though,	as	might	be	expected,	the	importance	of	different	types	of	support	for	fertility	
appeared	to	reflect	the	availability	of	that	type	of	support.	The	sole	exception	was	childcare	
provided	by	families,	which	increased	the	likelihood	of	second	birth	among	lower	income,	but	not	
higher	income,	women.	
To	identify	barriers	to	achieving	reproductive	intentions,	understanding	how	support	is	
associated	with	fertility	and	how	individual	factors	as	well	as	cultural,	economic	and	institutional	
context	influences	these	associations	is	crucial.	Our	results	both	serve	as	a	caution	against	using	any	
form	of	support	as	a	proxy	for	another	in	studies	of	support	and	fertility,	and	also	open	the	doors	to	
further	research	into	the	more	specific	circumstances	which	inform	and	alter	women’s	reproductive	
choices	in	low-fertility	contexts.	We	conclude	that	not	all	allomaternal	support	is	equal	when	it	
comes	to	the	second	birth	decision	in	the	UK.			 	
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